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Latin American political science shows enormous variation in terms of what we could call the institutionalization of the discipline. For instance, in some coun tries no political science degree can be obtained, not even at the undergraduate level; in others, less than five Ph.D.s in political science are currently working in universities; and in still others, a high degree of political science institutionaliza tion exists in terms of the availability of university degrees, number of research programs, and quality of academic life in general. These deficiencies are not only closely tied to different historic contexts but also are in part inherently related to academic politics.
The Impact of the Political Context on Political Science
Latin American political science expe rienced its "golden age" in the 1970s, and then had to wait another 30 years to regain its momentum. The major exponents of the discipline in this period were social ized in the Southern Cone of the continent (especially in Argentina and Chile) and in Brazil, with important contributions coming from Mexico a bit later. It is undeniable that Latin American political science is immersed in a constant process of transformation that is highly contingent on the history of the continent. Although contributing to the same discipline, each country's historical trajectory and political context has affected, and continues to af fect, the evolution of the field at the local level.
Significant asymmetries exist in regard to the state of the discipline within the region; with the exception of the "big ones" (Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico), a national institutionalized political science does not exist (i.e., offering degrees at all levels-B.A., M.A., Ph.D.-, having con solidated research programs, having clear criteria for quality in research, established professional careers, providing a decent standard of living to those who chose to work in the field, etc.).
Clustering all national Latin American political science departments and pro grams creates a triad with the three "big ones" in the first group, a second group of countries presenting clear signs of improvement, but with some ways to go (Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Uruguay, and Venezuela), and, finally, the rest, countries where the gap is even broader. Within this last group, it is even difficult to speak of a discipline with a minimum degree of autonomy. In spite of the existing differences and nuances in each of the national academies, it is possible to find common evolution ary processes in certain sub-groups of countries. Perhaps the most homogenous subgroup is the Southern Cone (Argen tina, Chile, and Uruguay). In this region (led by Argentina, with Chile and Uru guay lagging behind) the bases of political science were truncated by authoritarian governments and only with the reinstal lation of democracy did the discipline acquire new life.
In Argentina and Chile the discipline began to expand its roots at the end of the 1960s, catalyzed by years of ideological polarization and constant political mobi lization. Argentina was-and, as we will see, continues to be-a great producer of outstanding social and political scientists. Figures like Gino Germani, Torcuato Di Tella, and Guillermo O'Donnell tran scended the limits of their own country and even of Latin America. Nevertheless, political science did not have time to com plete its consolidation when the region was overtaken by authoritarian regimes that saw in political science, which was dominated in those years by "radical" ideas, a threat to their interests.
Those dictatorial regimes brought about a two-fold exile that is still, 20 years later, playing an important role in the develop ment of the discipline, and in academia in general. The military regimes encroached upon university affairs and censured many scholars. These academics, barred from working in universities, began to gather in centers that were dedicated to "low profile" research and were largely financed by international organizations whose goals were the reinstallation of democracy and the quest for social justice. Once democracy was (re)established in the region in the 1980s and many politi cal scientists returned from exile to their countries, two significant phenomena happened simultaneously. First, given that universities inherited the thin budgets of the authoritarian regimes, many scholars had to look for complementary sources of income because, in general terms, universities were not a place that allowed academicians to live at a dignified level. In most countries, political scientists had to take on multiple jobs, teaching courses at several universities simultaneously and taking on other miscellaneous jobs to supplement their academic income (on the practice of "multi-empleo," see Garce 2005). Second, many of the scholars returning to their countries were absorbed by the new democratic governments. Chile stands out as the most extreme case, result clearly associated with the govern ments of the Concertacion de Partidos por la Democracia (Garreton 2005). But the practice was widespread. Although this trend was a great bonus for these govern ments, it robbed the universities of some of their country's best minds. Another corollary of the return and stability of democracy in the region was that many international organizations of cooperation turned their focus to other regions of the world. With this move, important sums of money destined for research stopped flowing to the region and universities were consequently overwhelmed with researchers who had previously worked in NGOs and research centers that had relied largely on external funding. Obviously, universities could not absorb everyone on a full-time basis and this demand for jobs, partially met through massive hiring, especially by public universities, greatly contributed to the vicious cycle of multi-empleo. In fact, multi -empleo continues to exist in the great majority of Latin American coun tries and is currently perhaps the greatest obstacle to the professionalization of the discipline.
In general terms, democratization in Latin America also brought the deregu lation of the politics of education. As a consequence of competition, postgradu ate programs mushroomed in the region. Unfortunately, many of these programs have core deficiencies: except for the filter exerted by the market, with some exceptions very few supervisory educa tion policies exist; in many countries the comptroller organizations in charge of university programs are also providers and evaluators of these programs.
The explosion of the private universi ties produced more competitors in the academic labor market. This has had enormous consequences for our disci pline (and others). First, it is clear that today "the market" has determined that an undergraduate degree is not enough to find a good job, less still to be employed in the academic world. In many of the region's prestigious universities having a Ph.D. constitutes a sine-qua-non condition to be hired as a full-time researcher, albeit this norm is not uniform. Catalyzed by the deficiency of local postgraduate programs, many Latin Americans look to continue their professional training overseas. Many, educated at public universities and with fi nancial resources, stay in the places where they studied abroad (especially the U.S.). This last phenomenon has had great re percussions in our academies. Those who did not obtain a doctorate degree from Latin American universities with presti gious programs are threatened by the new generation of foreign-trained academics who are up on the latest trends and skills in the discipline. In several academic centers, those who remained have resorted to actions of self-preservation and are usually the staunchest opponents to estab lishing transparent criteria for academic careers. On the other hand, academic staffing has been inflated excessively following the praiseworthy logic that it is better for many to have little than to have a few professionals dedicated full-time.
Such intercollegiate competition has not necessarily been accompanied by im provements in programs, but has resulted rather in the systematization of what has come to be known as opiniology. Al though the great majority of the academic world is led by research and teaching, it is also true that the great majority of private universities depend on the tuitions paid by students. Thus, the universities seek "to sell" their "product" in the market hoping to have the greatest possible return. Fol lowing a logic of name recognition, a cer tain degree of public presence is required. The quest for the spotlight has created academics willing to share their opinions on the most miscellaneous aspects of life. Some institutions even provide monetary rewards to those that excel at being in the public eye. This strategy can bear immedi ate fruits, but one would hope that the scientific community will end up avoiding these tactics.
Disciplinary Institutionaliza tion in Latin America
This section must begin with the obvious observation that Latin American countries must dedicate more resources to scientific research. Latin American coun tries' investments in education, research, and technological development lag far behind those of the "developed world." Despite these shortfalls, the performance of Latin American sciences in some are nas is comparable to that in other regions of the world. This is not the case with political science. Taking as a given their scarcity, how should available resources be suitably distributed through a merit based evaluation system? Evaluating the quality of political science programs remains an incredibly important goal. It includes, for instance, determining whether program "a" is bet ter than program "b" in job-placement, or whether an international foundation should be financing a specific project, or whether a job candidate from one univer sity is substantially better prepared than a candidate from another. The dilemma arises when trying to establish the most objective criteria to weigh the quality of the political science programs. Which criteria would we have to consider? The list is almost endless, but one could well include: the number of full-time profes sors with Ph.D.s in a department, amount and quality of faculty publications in blind peer-reviewed journals, the types of fac ulty publications (books, articles, notes in newspapers), faculty success in attaining competitive research funds, or the suc cess of a program's students in the labor market. Undoubtedly we can find some guidance in the (minimum) consensus that the American and European academies have reached on evaluation, and from the wealth of literature on the subject ( Nevertheless, having stated these reser vations about the quality of the programs, it is interesting to see the dispersion of degrees in the region. 
Research: Resources and Publica tions
Within the scope of research we must compare not only research output (infor mation, books, articles, databases, etc.) but also the capacity of those practicing our discipline to obtain the necessary resources to carry it out. As is the case of the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the U.S., which is an independent federal agency created by Congress in 1950, some Latin American countries have national science foundations (CONICET in Argen tina, CONICYT in Chile, FONACIT in Venezuela, etc.). Unfortunately, to a large extent in Latin American, competitive national resources for political science research do not exist. Table 1 , simply dichotomizes the existence (or absence) of these resources, without weighting their accessibility, competitiveness, or another criterion that could be crucial. Only seven of the 18 countries have these resources available to a greater or lesser degree (Ar gentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Uruguay, and Venezuela).
Evaluation of the quality and quantity of faculty research is becoming increas ingly important and commonplace in uni versities and academic centers. Of course, significant differences in the research culture exist: some sub-fields of political science research appear in books, other subfields appear in articles. A comparison between countries based on the biblio graphical production of books would be nearly impossible. Nevertheless it is important to indicate that, as is the case in the great majority of disciplines, articles are displacing books, which usually tend to be the culmination of "big" research. In some North American universities, the re quirement of publishing political science doctoral theses in book format is gradu ally being supplanted by journal articles (usually three). To be considered competitive, a politi cal science journal must meet a series of requirements. Perhaps most crucial is the way manuscripts are evaluated, the blind peer-review method being one of the crucial criterion for quality. Another desirable criterion is the impact these publications have on the peer community. Currently, there are two international indexes that represent an "impact index" relevant to Latin American academics: the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI), and the Scientific Electronic Library Online (SciELO).
Only Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico have journals indexed by SSCI or SciELO, but this situation will shortly change as Argentina, Colombia, Costa Rica, Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela are pursuing local initiatives to develop Sci ELO projects.
I have studied the research production of scholars residing in Latin American countries (based on the addresses they provide) in regard to the journals cat egorized as political science and inter national relations at the Social Science Scientific Index (SSCI)-see Annex 1 for all journals in both categories.1 Table  3 summarizes the number of entries each country has in each of the databases. Latin America's production of political science is concentrated in the usual areas (Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico). These three countries account for over 70% of the political science entries, which is understandable considering their relative proportions of population in the continent.
To account for the huge differences in the relative population of each country I calculated the difference between the per centage of continental population and pro duction. Controlling for population size, Brazil stands out as an underachiever, while Mexico and Argentina still produce more than their populations would sug gest (see Figure 1) . For instance, Mexico accounts for 20% of the continental population and produces almost 35% of the published research in the discipline. In consequence, Mexico has a positive 15% difference (the highest), and Brazil has a negative 9% (the lowest); Brazil is far and away the second largest producer of disciplinary literature, producing 25% of Latin America's political science litera ture indexed at the SSCI. Presumably, the Mexican record is partially biased, due to that country's geographical, social, political, and economical ties with the U.S. (and U.S. journals are the bulk of journals indexed at the SSCI). Nonethe less, besides this apparent distortion, these figures serve as a comparable measure ment of research in the discipline among Latin American countries. The same exercise is done for journals considered to be focused on international relations by the SSCI (see Figure 2) . Basi cally, both ranks are consistent between themselves, having a Pearson r of 7.31 (sig., 2-tail at .001). Cuba is the most dis sonant case, ranking third in the continent in political science and 12th in regard to international relations. It may be that we are witnessing a case of research "affirma tive action" within the context of political science but not in international relations. As a matter of fact, Cuban entries at the SSCI are highly concentrated in a couple of journals and mostly at Latin American Perspectives.2 Finally, in Table 3 , the average difference between the differ ences among the percentage of continental population and production in political science and international relations is calculated and a rank is constructed. In this case, Argentina and Chile stand out as the biggest producers of international relations in relation to their size. Brazil again, the second largest producer of IR published research at the SSCI, appears as the country that produces the least in terms of its population.
One could rightfully ask whether the degree of political science production is related to a country's ability to produce other types of scientific research. Table 4 explores this relationship by considering all of a country's entries in the SSCI and SCI (see Table 4 ).
Communiiy and Professional Life
I am not aware of any clear criterion that establishes the amount of scholars necessary to create a scientific com munity. Certainly, we could hardly have a critical mass of political scientists if courses specialized in the discipline are not systematically offered and if those that pursue a career in the field cannot earn a living as a result of their studies.
For that reason the existence of a vital national association has been considered as a proxy for the existence of a scientific community. I understand by a professional association an organization that brings to gether most of the political scientists in a country and which has a national congress (at least once every two years) and some annually organized activity.
Also as proxy for the professionaliza tion of the discipline and to illustrate the degree to which practitioners can have a career as an academic in political science, I include in Table 1 Table 1 , these data offer the great est amount of possible complexities and it must be said again that all these data respond only to approximate values (other possible personal income are not included, as well as the taxes each individual must pay to the state treasury).
Also, it is evident that a dollar is not worth the same in Honduras or Bolivia as in Argentina or Chile. For this reason, I have added a column to account for other aspects that we must consider, such as the variations in the rate of exchange and the level of real wage ("power of purchase"). The average of variation is enormous in the region, oscillating between a minimum of 0.07 in Costa Rica and a maximum of 0.97 in Honduras. In order to have a comparative parameter, in the United States a professor at a Ph.D.-grant ing university (n=220) has a gross annual income of between 60,000 and 170,000 dollars.3 If we make the same calculation that we have done with the other Latin American countries controlling for the capacity to be able to purchase (PPP), the relative monthly wage on PPP gives a rank that oscillates between 0.14 and 0.39.
Conclusions
In conclusion, the necessity of pro fessionalizing political science in Latin America continues to be one of the most urgent topics within the discipline in the region. This article does not attempt to be more than a first approach to the state of the discipline in the continent, therefore crucial subjects, particularly those related to the quality of research and teach ing, were neglected. Eventually, future research must be done in this regard.
The state of political science in the Americas is one of enormous deficien cies in most of the elements necessary for the institutionalization of the discipline. Some countries do not offer any degrees in political science (Sainchez Gonzalez 2005), while in others, less than 10 Ph.D.s in political science are currently working in universities. Many universities in the region continue fomenting the part-time job or low-intensity dedication, and no clear criteria for professional excellence exist. In other countries, such as in Chile, the dis cipline is blooming (Fuentes and Santana 2005), and in a small number of countries we could properly talk about a discipline.
In order for political science to succeed in Latin America, our discipline must be built around academic institutions that emphasize clear rules and defined criteria that stimulate meritocracy. For meritoc racy to exist, criteria are necessarily to account for research and teaching produc tivity, aspects that are lacking in most of the countries in the region. Clearly, the establishment of these criteria is necessary at the point of evaluation, a sine-qua-non reality in these times of economic con straints and competition.
